they "can function as a recorder, an interrogator, a deferral, a condensation, and a mediator of historical traumas that extend beyond the self, such as labor, war, race, gender, religion, illness, diaspora, and displacement" (5). She also suggests that when this domestic footage is used in contemporary media productions, it is conceptualized "as microgeographies and microhistories of minoritized and often invisible cultures that are social and highly political" (18).
Home movies therefore need to be conceptualized as more than just an interesting visual archive for standard historical accounts, which complements other traditional sources. It is also necessary that they be understood as the most suitable filmic document to study "history from below" as proposed by microhistorical approaches. With important scholars in the Mediterranean area-such as the Italians Carlo Ginzburg and Giovanni Levi and the French Jacques Revel-microhistory takes a change of the scale of observation as its main premise. Historians employing this approach posit that the grand narratives of traditional history do not capture the real significance of the times and the people. Instead, microhistorical approaches ask for a new scale, which will produce a new type of historical knowledge because, as Revel (1996) states, "varying the focal length of the lens is not simply about enlarging (or shrinking) the size of the object caught in the viewfinder: it's about altering its shape and framing... it's actually changing the very content of what is being represented (in other words, the decision about what is actually representable)" (19; translation by Barry Monahan). Such an approach also reacts against the more deterministic or functionalist historiography, prevalent until the 1970s (the French Annales, the North American cliometrics, the Marxist approaches); and against the longue durée structures linked to these trends. Instead, microhistorians "affirm the human agency of past men and women at every level of society, but always within a specific, concrete network of social relationships" (Gregory 1999, 103) . The microhistorical framework fits quite appropriately with the approach found in home moviemaking, always centering on individuals and families, with a continuous focus on the small scale of their environments.
The very nature of home movies also concords with the concept of the miniature, outlined by Alf Ludtke (1995) in his explanation of the basics of a history of everyday life (Alltagsgeschichte), to stress again the small scale, where "the 'density' of life situations and contexts of action can be made vivid and palpable" (21).
2 Ludtke proposes creating a collage or mosaic with those miniatures to form societal "patchwork" structures, linking them together in a network of interrelations. In doing so, he addresses one of the main problems of these approaches: how to apply the knowledge acquired with the micro scale to the larger historical frameworks (14) . This is what Francesca Trivellato (2011) also addresses in her study of the links between micro-, macro-, and global histories. She finds these scales relate to each other best within the narrative framework proposed by microhistorians, with an emphasis on biographical studies, since the study of individuals with global microhistories may bridge the gap between the different scales. Home movies do not fit into this pattern directly, since they lack a narrative framework and are rather undecipherable for anyone outside of the circle of family members. Providing a narrative structure for the general public will be the task of contemporary filmmakers when recycling domestic footage in order to compose filmic microhistorical canvases, as we will study in the following sections.
Collective Portraits
To begin with, we will focus on the case of filmmakers using home movies to build collective portraits of a generation or a minority. manipulate the mechanisms of discipline and conform to them only in order to evade them" (xiv). In this context, home movies can clearly qualify as one of the "the innumerable practices by means of which users reappropriate the space organized by techniques of sociocultural production," therefore bringing to light "the clandestine forms taken by the dispersed, tactical, and makeshift creativity of groups or individuals already caught in the nets of 'discipline'" (xiv-xv). In Private Chronicles. Monologue, (2005) seems to argue, since the film does not intend to offer a standard macrohistorical explanation or to examine its well-known sociopolitical conflicts. Langford laments the absence of "images of political meetings, demonstrations, bombings, or police actions," which, according to her, makes the film present colonialism not "as a struggle, but as a consensual project" (107), and as "a private affair" (108). Her interpretation, however, seems to forget the nature of the visual material used in the film, a misunderstanding that can be seen also in her classification of the images as "amateur films" and never as home movies. While some scholars consider home movies as a type of amateur filmmaking, there are important differences between them (taking both modes in a strict sense). These discrepancies are relevant to this context: amateur filmmakers aim to make films-fiction or documentary-that are to be shown in public and thus emulate professional standards (2008) explains: "They resisted the inclination to lose hope in the face of daunting challenges … to deny a cultural identity and community solidarity that had singled them out for persecution in the first place, and, most surprising of all, to abandon their commitment to a nation that had abandoned them" (120). This last paradox is explicitly visualized in the film in one of the most surprising scenes: the visit of a sergeant, who was fighting in the 442nd Infantry Regiment, which was composed entirely of Japanese-American volunteers. The genuine celebration of his visit-and very existence of his regiment-conveys the puzzled multicultural identity of this community: proud to be American and eager to show it at a time when the system was openly challenging their Americanness. It is this that is so central to Something Strong Within, a film that encapsulates so effectively the efforts of Nakamura and Ishizuka to bring back to public attention the history of this community and its struggles in the face of such a historical hardship.
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Microhistorical Family Narratives
Besides these collective portraits, we can find a significant number of films that use home movies to compose personal and family portraits deeply embedded in their historical contexts. These films offer a closer proximity to the best-known examples of
Italian microstoria, since these historians usually propose an in-depth study of an individual or a family as the route through which a historical period can be understood.. As Edward Muir (1991) explains, "to the microhistorians the makers of history are seldom 'great men' but rather the little peoples lost to European history" (x). They trace the lives of individuals, resulting in "a prosopography from below in which the relationships, decisions, restraints, and freedoms faced by real people in actual situations would emerge" (ix-x). They also employ a narrative approach in their research because it can better show, as Giovanni Levi (2001) Many filmmakers have used home movies of their own families to create family portraits with strong historical echoes, adding an autobiographical perspective to the recycling of the domestic footage. In some cases, these films present a structure similar to the compilation film, and their tone comes closer to a visual study of the everyday life of a particular society, such as The Paternal Line (La línea paterna, México, 1994) or The Artificial Horizon (El horizonte artificial, Spain, 2007) . In other cases, the home movies give way to films more embedded in historical contexts, such as I for India or For My Children. Both films employ diverse visual sources, with home movies standing out among them. In Michal Aviad's For My Children the home movies are used sparingly, but they are blended with Aviad's specific filming of her family for this project. Nevertheless, the goal of the film goes beyond the limits of her family, delving into the history of Israel to understand what its future will be and thus producing a remarkable work about the intermingling of micro-and macrohistories. Paraphrasing the microhistorical theses of Giovanni Levi (2001) , Aviad gains access to a knowledge of the past with an approach that "takes the particular as its starting point … and proceeds to identify its meaning in the light of its own specific context" (106). This approach is not seen as a coherent system: instead, it makes its contradictions visible, "the fragmentation … and plurality of viewpoints which make all systems fluid and open" (107). For My Children offers a version of the history of Israel that includes the contradictions of the system, expressed by the members of the family.
The film also provides a good example of how the study of an individual case can be the best way to understand the general framework, as Levi (2001) says, "since minimal facts and individual cases can serve to reveal more general phenomena" (109).
Aviad stresses the connection between her autobiographical account and the macrohistorical context by employing different strategies: the typical use of public archival footage; the inclusion of present public events as seen in the television news; and, most importantly, the testimonies of her family (grandparents, husband, brother-inlaw) as the guides to remember and reevaluate the history of Israel. Her film therefore offers a rich dialogue between family history and public history, becoming a powerful case of a chronicle of everyday life embedded in public events.
In I for India filmmaker Sandhya Suri employs the correspondence composed of home movies and audiotapes sent between her father and her relatives in India, beginning in 1965 when he immigrated to England with his wife and children to work as a doctor. In the first part of the film, Suri recycles all of this material, mixing home footage and audio recordings that were originally recorded separately. The happy nature of the domestic images takes on a new meaning once it is complemented by the audio recordings, creating a bittersweet effect in which the sadness of separation predominates. 10 The second part of the film shows the return of Suri's family to India in 1982, a stay that was unsuccessful and caused them to come back to England again.
Interestingly, during their years in India her father hardly shot any home movies, as if they only made sense as a way of keeping the family together when they were far away. This is a revealing sign of the role domestic communication technologies-films, videos and ultimately the Internet-play in this film, as a crucial way of maintaining the communal identity of the diasporic family. It demonstrates the primary role of home movies-as Odin (1995) points out-in strengthening the family group, providing a mythical anchor that protects it from the contingencies of time and the tests to which it is subjected by the world (32-3). This function is even more present in transnational families like Sandhya Suri's, since the home movies work here as an umbilical cord that keeps the family bonds alive despite the distance that separates them. Moreover, the home movies of Suri's father also provide what Lebow (2012) calls "reverse ethnography" (225), a look at the British society from the vantage point of an Indian "ethnographer," expanding their meaning beyond the family circle to become a valuable social record of this period in England.
As a whole, I for India becomes a powerful film about the processes of immigration, seen again through the microhistorical lens of a particular group. It becomes the point of access to the contemporary problems of transnational families, those "families that live some or most of the time separated from each other, yet hold together and create something that can be seen as a feeling of collective welfare and unity, namely 'familyhood', even across national borders" (Bryceson and Vuorela 2002, 3) . Besides the small scale of observation, the film's chronological structure-which gives it a loose narrative cadence-also places it close to the methods of microhistorians, and away from macro approaches and their inability to show the inconsistencies of the system and the tensions experienced by individuals. I for India succeeds in portraying these tensions that come from the physical separation and cultural contrasts. Nevertheless, the film also manages to place these struggles in broader frameworks, through different strategies such as the contrast between the domestic footage and the public archives (as in a scene showing an excerpt from the BBC about Indian immigration in the 1960s), addressing the determination of microhistory to make the small scale meaningful for the understanding of the macrohistorical contexts.
Home movies stand out, therefore, as a valuable source for the generation of a filmic version of the "history from below" that has been cultivated in the historiography of the last decades. When recycled in contemporary documentaries, they provide a clear change of scale, offering new perspectives that enlighten well-known periods like the Second World War, or bring to the fore minorities and events marginalized by the public history or the mainstream media. Filmmakers recycle this domestic footage to make collective portraits of a generation or a minority, or to analyze historical periods through the perspective of a single family or individual, in tune with the concerns of microhistory. In all the cases, from Forgács to Andell, Aviad or Suri, they succeed in placing the narratives of these families in broader frameworks, providing the spectator with a deeper understanding of past times.
